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I SITE DESCRIPTION: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK (TAN-316) 

SITE ID: IET-09 OPERABLE UNIT: l-02 

I. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE: 

Initial Engine Test (IET)-09 [Test Area North (TAN)-3161 was the site of a 
550-gal steel underground storage tank (UST). The tank was used to store jet 
engine lube oil from the Fuel Transfer Pumping (TAN-625) building at the IET 
facility. Records indicate that the tank was installed in 1958 and last used in 
1960. 

Tank content samples were taken in June 1989 to perform a waste profile analysis 
for volatile and semi-volatile organics, and Extraction Procedure (EP) Toxicity 
metals. The tank contents contained 1,200-1,400 mg/l of barium and organics 
such as acetone, m-xylene, p-xylene, and naphthalene in a water (29%) and lube 
oil mixture. These compounds are typically found in lube oils. Approximately 
50-75 gal of the water and lube oil mixture were removed on September 25, 1991, 
and disposed of as hazardous waste at the United States Pollution Control, Inc. 
(USPCI) Grassy Mountain site in Utah. 

Excavation and removal activities for tank TAN-316 were performed on October 7, 
1991. For safety and sampling purposes, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were 
monitored using a photoionization detector (PID). No VOCs were recorded above 
the instrument detection limit of 0.0 part per million volume (ppmv). Six 
biased soil samples were collected at the bottom of an 8-ft excavation after the 
tank was removed. These samples were analyzed for benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene, xylene (BTEX), total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), and Toxicity 
Characterization Leaching Procedure (TCLP) metals. The samples were collected 
on the north, south, east, and west edges of the excavation and on the eastern 
edge of the tank. No BTEX, TPH, or barium were detected in the soils by the 
laboratory analysis. No stained or discolored soil was observed at the time of 
excavation. No holes were found in the tank. 

I 

After excavation, the area was backfilled with soil that was removed during 
excavation, and with additional soil from the Central Facilities Area (CFA) 
gravel pit. The tank and its piping (vent lines, fill pipes, inlet/outlet 
piping to building TAN-625) were then moved to the tank storage facility at IET. 
The tank has beencut into strips to be scrapped. 
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II. SUMMARY - QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF RISK: 

The reliability of information provided in this report is high. Six soil 
samples (including one duplicate) taken from this site contained no detectable 
metal or organic compounds. No stained or discolored soils were observed during 
tank excavation. Tank removal program logbooks confirm the tank has been 
removed and the contents safely disposed. Therefore, the overall qualitative 
risk is low. Comparing these conclusions regarding reliability and risk, this 
site should be reclassified as a "no action" site. 

III. SUMMARY - CONSEQUENCES OF ERROR: 

False Neaative Error 
The oossibilitv of contamination above action levels remainino at this site is 
remote. Laboratory analytical data and visual observations o‘f excavated soils 
showed no evidence of contamination. The tank has been removed and any 
undisturbed soils are 8 ft below the surface. There is no driving force to the 
groundwater at this site (i-e, desert environment with an average of only 9 
in./yr of rain) and no available pathways to a receptor. 

As an example, even if as little as 25 gals of lube oil had spilled or leaked 
from the tank, it would have spread into approximately 1.6 yd of soil (see 
question 6) and would have been readily observable when the tank was removed. 
Since no stained soil was found, the tank did not leak and no contamination 
remains at the site. 

False Positive Error 
If further action is completed at this site, the funds expended would exceed the 
environmental benefit to the site. At least one borehole.to a depth of 10 ft 
plus soil sampling for organics and metals would be needed to verify the 
presence or absence of contamination. Based on existing data, there is no need 
for further action at this site. 

IV. SUMMARY - OTHER DECISION DRIVERS: 

No other decision drivers are apparent for site IET-09 (TAN-316). 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Site IET-09 (TAN-316) should be reclassified as a "no action" site. Laboratory 
analytical results confirm no BTEX, TPH, or barium are present in the soil 
indicating that the tank did not leak. The tank, its contents, and the 
associated piping are now removed. Visual observations during tank excavation 
support the laboratory results, so no source remains at the site. The evidence 
supports a high reliability, low risk or no action assessment of this site. 
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NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION 

The U.S. Department of Energy, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) - 

Region 10, and the State of Idaho have completed a review of the referenced 

information for IET-09 hazardous waste site, as it pertains to the INEL Federal 

Facility Agreement of December 9. 1991. Based on this review, the Parties have 

determined that no further action for purposes of investigation or study is 

justified. This decision is subject to review at the time of issuance of the Record 

of Decision. 

Brief summary of the basis for no further action: 

DOE Project Manager 

/' 
EPA Project Manager 

Idaho Project Manager 

. , . , ;  ~5 

Date 

-4qg 
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PROCESSINASTE WORKSHEET 
SITE ID: IET-09 (TAN-3161 UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 

co1 1 
Process Associated with this 
site 

Lube oil was stored in an 
underground storage tank 
(IET-09). Tank typically 
filled from drums via a fill- 
port. Lube oil was piped to 
TAN-625 building to the 
coupling station where the 
nuclear engines were tested. 

COI 2 co1 3 
Waste Description & Handling Description & Location of any ArtifactlStructurelDisposal Areas Associated with this Uaste 
Procedures or Process 

No waste disposal occurred Structure: Underground Storage Tank 
at this site. When the tank 
was abandoned. however, 50. Location: Now removed, previously located approximately 1 ft south of TAN-625. Tank has 
15 gals of lube oil been cut up for recycling and is currently stored at IET. 
remained. This product was 
pumped out and disposed of Description: F&gal steel storage tank. 
as hazardous waste by USPCI. 

Structure: Associated piping 

Location: Now removed. Previously located approximately 1 ft south of building TAN-625. 

Description: Approximately 5 ft of 314 in. steel pipe previously routed into building 
TAN-625. 



m 

CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET 
SITE ID: IET-09 

PROCESS: (COL 1) LUBE OIL UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK (TAN-3161 

co1 4 
What known/potential hazardous 
substances/ constituents are 
associated with this waste or 

Potential sources associated with Known/estimated concentrations Qualitative risk 
this hazardous meterial? of hazardous substances/ concentration 

constituents 

a. EPA method S-846-8020. e. No risk calculated for non-detected compounds where the detection limit is below risk-based 
b. California Department of Health Services Method. concentrations provided in Supplemental Guidance for Superfund Risk Assessments in Reqion 10. 
c. EPA method 6010. August 23. 1991. Data are contained in Table 11-2 for soils. 
d. Risk-based concentration not calculated for TPH because f. No risk calculated for non-detected compounds where the detection limit is below regulatory 

no toxicity information is available. limit (TCLP). 

NOTE: Xylene and barium were detected in the tank contents and are used as indicator compounds as to whether or not the tank leaked. Results shown are a sumnary 
of the results from six soil samples. 
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Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of 
operation associated with this site? 

Block 1 Answer: 

IET-09 (TAN-316) was the site of a 550-gal steel UST used from 1958 to 1960 as a 
storage tank for jet engine lube oils. The tank was located about 1 ft south of 
the Fuel Transfer Pumping building (TAN-625) at the IET facility. 

Engineering drawings show that the lube oil was pumped through TAN-625 to the 
coupling station where the nuclear aircraft engines were tested. Piping 
connected to the tank included two supply and one return line leading to 
TAN-625, a vent pipe, and a fill-line leading to a fill-port north of TAN-625. 

It is believed that the tank was filled by drum or possibly a tanker truck 
through the fill-port. There are no records or evidence to believe the tank was 
ever used for waste disposal or that spills occurred around the tank. 

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? KHigh -Med -Low (check one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Engineering drawings list tank purpose as lube oil storage and provide details 
on tank piping and location. Tank removal logbooks also verify location and 
state that no contamination was detected in the soils. 

Block 3 Has this information been confirmed? L(_Yes -No (check OW) 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Engineering drawings and logbook excavation data confirm tank location and 
purpose. Tank content sampling confirms that the tank contained lube oil 
(question 3) and that no contamination was detected in the soils. 

Block 4 SOURCES 0~ INFORMATION: [check appropriate box(es) & SOU~C~ number from reference list] 

No available information Analytical data [xl 2.3 
Anecdotal I Documentation about data [ I 
Historical process data Disposal data 
Current process data Ei Q.A. data ti 
Aerial photographs 
Engineering/site drawings Ex; 4 

Safety analysis report 
D&D PepOPt K 

Unusual Occ"rrence Report 
ix; 5 

Initial awessment 
Summary documents Well data 
Facility SOPS Construction data 
OTHER E3 
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Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 
associated with this site? How was the waste disposed? 

Block 1 Answer: 

The tank was only used for product storage, so there have been no wastes 
disposed at this site. Tank TAN-316 was used from 1958 to 1960 to supply lube 
oil for the Aircraft Nuclear Program. When the tank was abandoned, however, 50 
to 75 gals of lube oil product remained. 

Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? LHigh -Med -Low (check one) 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Engineering drawings list the purpose of the tank as lube oil storage. 

Block 3 Has this information been confirmed? LYes -No (check one) 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

,1 and Tank Management Program files and analytical data confirm content remova 
disposal. Engineering drawings confirm tank purpose. 

Block 4 !bJRCE.S OF INFORMATION: [check appropriate box(es) & source number from reference list] 

No available Information Analytical data 3 
Anecdotal Oocumentatian about data E"] 
Historical process data Oisposal data 
Current process data I 9.A. data I 
Aerial photographs Safety analysis report 
Engineering/site drawings :x3 4 D&D repwt :i 
Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessment 
Scmnary documents Well data 
Facility SOPS Construction data 
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I Question 3 Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list 
the sources and describe the evidence. 

Black i Answer: 

There is no evidence of any source remaining at this site. As discussed below, 
actions taken at the site have removed all potential sources. 

When the tank was abandoned in 1960, approximately 50-75 gal of lube oil were 
left in the tank. The first samples of tank contents were taken in June 1989 
for volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds, and EP Toxicity metal 
analyses. The sample analysis indicated that the tank contents consisted of a 
water (29%) top phase and a lube oil bottom phase. The tank contents were 
contaminated with barium concentrations ranging from 1,200 to 1,400 mg/L. 

Other contaminants in the tank contents included lead (60-80 mg/L), mercury 
(70-120 pg/L), m- & p-xylene (29,505 fig/kg), E-methylnaphthalene (10,537 pg/kg), 
acetone (86,847J pg/kg), o-xylene (5,676J fig/kg), and naphthalene 
(5,633J fig/kg). These data are typical of what would be found in lube oils. 
Contaminants found in the tank and the lab blank were 2-butanone, methylene 
chloride, and tetrachloroethene. These blank contaminants are, therefore not 
considered to be representative of the tank contents. Laboratory data are in 
Attachment 2. 

The contents of tank IET-09 were pumped out by USPCI on September 25, 1991. 
Because of the barium concentrations, it was disposed of as a hazardous waste at 
the USPCI Grassy Mountain site. 

Excavation and removal activities for IET-09 were performed on October 7, 1991. 
Beta/gamma analyses, performed on the tank using a Ludlum Model 2A and HP 260 
probe, showed radioactivity to be within background levels. No visually 
contaminated soils were observed during tank excavation. VOCs in the tank 
excavation and excavated soil were monitored using a PID. There were no 
recorded VOCs above the instruments detection limit of 0.0 ppmv. None of the 
contaminants found in the tank were detected in the soil, indicating the tank 
did not leak. 

Six biased soil samples (including one duplicate) were collected at the bottom 
of an 8-ft excavation after the tank was removed (see Attachment 3). Samples 
were collected on the south, east, north, and west edges of the excavation, and 
the eastern edge of the tank. Soil samples for field screening and verification 
sampling were collected directly from the heavy equipment bucket. These samples 
were analyzed for BTEX, TPH, and metals to indicate residual soil contamination 
levels. Laboratory analytical results confirm that the soil concentrations for 
these contaminants were below detection limits. Consequently, no soils from 
IET-09 were disposed at the CFA landfill. The soil remaining from the 
excavation was used to backfill the site. A copy of the tank removal logbook is 
in Attachment 3. 
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Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? LHigh -Med -Low (check one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

I 

The tank has been pumped out and removed. No residual soil contamination was 
detected by laboratory analysis or visual observations of the excavated soil. 
There are no known records of leaks or spills from this tank. No holes were 
observed in the tank body when it was removed. 

Block 3 Has this information been confirmed? &Yes -No (check one) 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Laboratory results supported by visual observations confirm the absence of a 
source. 

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION: [check appropriate box(es) & sOurce number from reference list] 

No available information Analytical data [xl 1 
Anecdotal Documentation about data 
Historical process data 
Current process data Ei 

Disposal data 
; ; 

P.A. data 
Aerial photographs Safety analysis report iI 
Engineering/site drawings E! D&O report 
Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessme"t Ei 
Sumnary documents ij 5 Uell data 
Facility SOPS Construction data 
OTHER r, 

L J 
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Question 4 Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration? 
If so, what is it? 

Block i Answer: 

No migration has occurred at this site. 

seek 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? LHigh -Med -Low (CIWC~ OW) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Field measurements of VOCs and analytical data from the soil samples taken 
during the excavation indicate that no leakage or migration took place from the 
tank. Analytical results of BTEX, TPH and metals show no readings above 
detection limits in the soil samples. No stained or discolored soil was 
observed during the excavation. No holes were found in the tank. 

Block 3 Has this information been confirmed? LYes -No (check one) 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The field sampling and laboratory data from site soils did not detect any 
contamination. Visual observations of the soils under the tank and lack of 
holes in the tank body support the conclusion that no leaks occurred at this 
site. Therefore, no migration is expected. 

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION: [check appropriate box(es) & source number from reference list] 

No available information 
E3 

Analytical data [xl 1 
Anecdotal Documentation about data 
Historical process data 

E3 
Oispasal data 

[ i 

Current process data Q.A. data 
Aerial photographs 

Ei 
Safety analysis report H 

Engineering/site drawings O&O report 
Unusual occurrence Report 
Sumnary documents Exi 5 

Initial assessment F! 
Well data 

Facility SOPS Construction data I 
OTHER Ei 
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Question 5 Does the site operating or disposal historical information allow 
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the 
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the 
expected minimum size of a significant hot spot? 

I 

Block 1 Answer: 

There is no expected pattern for potential contamination since there was no 
evidence of leakage or overflow when the tank was removed. 

Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? LHigh -Med -Low (check ane) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Had there been a release, a hot spot around the release point would be expected 
(i.e, near the fill pipe where fuel product may have overflowed, near a vent or 
building supply lines, or along the keel of the tank). No contamination was 
found in any of these areas. No holes were found in the tank. 

Block 3 Has this information been confirmed? &-Yes -No (check one) 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The field sampling and laboratory data from site soils and visual observations 
around areas of likely spills or leaks confirm that a contamination pattern or 
hot spots are not present. 

Block 4 SOURCES OF I~F0RtdAT10t-4: [check appropriate bax(es) & source number from reference list] 
I 

No avallable information 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 
Current process data 
Aerial photographs 
Engineering/site drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Report 
Sumnary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

Analytical data 
Oocumentation about data 
Disposal data 
Q.A. data 
Safety analysis report 
O&D report 
Initial assessment 
Well data 
Construction data 
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Question 6 Estimate the length, width, agd depth of the contaminated region. 
What is the known or estimated volume of the source? If this is an 
estimated volume, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

Block I Answer: 

No contamination was found at this site. 

As an example, however, even if as little as 25 gals of lube oil had spilled or 
leaked from the tank, it would have spread into approximately 1.6 yd3 of soil 
(see Attachment 1) and would have been readily observable when the tank was 
removed. Since no stained soil was found, the tank did not leak and no 
contamination remains at the site. 

Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? &High -Med -Low (check OR) 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Laboratory data were below detection limits for the target compounds. Visual 
observations of soil removed from the site indicate that no source remains at 
the site. No holes were found in the tank. 

Block 3 Has this information been confirmed? $-Yes -No (check one) 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The laboratory and field screening data were confirmed by visual observations of 
the excavated soil. 

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION: [check appropriate box(esl & SOURCE number from reference list] 

No available information 
13 

Analytical data [xl 1 
Anecdotal Documentation about data [ 1 
Historical process data Oisposal data 
Current process data Ii Q.A. data Ei 
Aerial photographs Safety analysis report 
Engineering/site drawings 

I 
O&O report Ei 

Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessment - 
Sunmary documents Well data 
Facility SOPS Construction data 
OTHER 
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Question 7 What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous substance/ 
constituent at this source? If the quantity is an estimate, explain 
carefully how the estimate was derived. 

Black 1 Answer: 

The presence of VOCs, BTEX, TPH, and metals were not detected in soil samples; 
therefore, no hazardous substances are present at this site. 

Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? &High -Med -Low (check one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The field sampling data from the site soil did not show any contamination. 
Therefore, all evidence indicates this site does not contain hazardous 
substances above action levels. 

Block a Has this information been confirmed? &Yes -No (check one) 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Field surveys and laboratory data from soil samples, and visual observations of 
the tank excavation confirm that there are no hazardous substances at this site. 

310ck 4 SouRcE.5 OF IW~RMATI~N: [check appropriate box(s) & source number from reference list] 

Yo available Information 
Ii 

Analytical data [xl 1 
4necdotal Documentation about data [ ] 
historical process data Disposal data 
hrrent process data I 0.~4. data !! 
4erial photographs Safety analysis report 
ingineering/site drawings II O&O report I 
Jnusual Occurrence Report Initial aSSeS?.ment 
iumnary documents iI Well data 
-aci1ity SOPS Construction data 
XHER Ii 
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Question 8 Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is 
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the 
evidence. 

Block 1 Answer: 

No evidence exists that hazardous substances/constituents are present at this 
site at levels that require action. 

Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? LHigh -Med -Low (check one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Tank IET-09 (TAN-316), its associated piping, and its contents are now removed 
from this site. Laboratory data show soil contaminant levels are below their 
respective detection limits. The site has been backfilled with clean soil. 

Block 3 Has this information been confirmed? LYes -No (check one) 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Field surveys, laboratory analytical data, and visual observations of the 
excavated site confirm that hazardous substances/constituents are not present at 
the site. 

Black 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION: [check appropriate box(w) & source number from reference list] 

No available information 
ii 

Analytical data [xl 1 
Anecdotal Documentation about data [ I 
Historical process data Disposal data 
Current process data iI Q.A. data E! 
Aerial photographs 
Engineering/site drawings E3 

Safety analysis report 
O&O report Ei 

Unusual Occurrence Report 
ix; 5 

Initial assessment 
Sumnary documents Well data 
Facility SOPS Construction data 
OTHER E! 
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Biospherics Inc., Analytical data, November 1991. 

Data Chem Laboratories, Analytical data, December 1989. 

EG&G Idaho, Inc., Analytical data. ROA#'s 218 and 890087-C, October 1989. 

EG&G Idaho, Inc., Drawings indicating the location and piping of Tank 
TAN-316 (#106,973; 106,926; 106,932). 

EG&G Idaho, Inc., Tank Removal Summary for TAN-316 (IET-09), November 1990. 
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